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plaintiff is entitled to compensation falls to be determined at
the date when it was" suffered, not at the date when the judg-
ment happens to be delivered.
4If the date taken be that not of the tort but of the judgment, it is
giving the plaintiff not damages for the tort, but damages also for the
postponement of the payment of those damages until the date of the judg-
ment. If such later damages can be recovered, as under circumstances
they may be if the defendant improperly postpones payment, they would
be recovered in the form of interest. They would be damages not for
the original tort, but for another and a subsequent wrongful act.'1
This rule applies not only to an action for tort but also to an
action for breach of contract,2 or for the recovery of a liquidated
debt3 or for an account,4 or for the non-payment of a promissory
note or a bill of exchange.5
There are, however, two cases in which it is provided by
statute that the conversion into pounds sterling shall be made
according to the rate of exchange prevailing at the time of
judgment. First, where damages are awarded against an inter-
national carrier by aircraft;6 secondly, where a foreign judg-
ment expressed in foreign currency is registered in England
under the Foreign Judgments (Reciprocal Enforcement) Act,
1933.7 This last rule was applied in an action brought in
England to recover the damages awarded for breach of con-
tract by an American judgment that was not registrable under
the Act of 1933. cThe American judgment', remarked the
learned judge, *is the immediate source from which the defen-
dants' liability flows in the present action, and no earlier date
can be called into consideration.'8
1  Celia (j.a) v. s.s. Folturno, [1921] 2 A.C. 544, 563-4^-Lord Wrenbury.
a Madeleine Fionnetv. Wills, [1940] I K.B. 72; DiFtrdinandov. Simon Smits
€ff Co., [1920] 3 K.B. 409.
3 Socihldes Hotels du Touquet-Paris-Plage v. Gumming, [1921] 3 K.B. 459;
Graumann v. Treitel, [1940] 2 All E.R. 188. In re Russian Commercial and Indus-
trial Bank, [1955] CK. 148, explaining Cummings v. London Bullion Co. Ltd-*
[1952] i K.B. 327.
* Manners v. Pearson, [1898] i Ch. 581.
5	Salim Nasrallah Khoury v, Khayat, [1943] A-c- 5°7-
6	Carriage by Air Act, 1932, s. i (5).
7	S. 2 (3). For the main provisions see supra, pp. 63 5-8.
8	East India Trading Co. Inc. v. Carmel Exporters and^ Importers Ltd.9 [1952]
2 Q.B. 439, 444. It follows that since the plaintifTs original cause of action does
not merge in the foreign judgment (supra, pp. 630-1) he may sue in England
for breach of contract, in which case the date of conversion will be the date of
the breach.

